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REMARKS 

Amendments to the Claims 

Claims 1-22 are pending in the present application, with Claims 1, 8, 17, and 21 being 
independent. Applicants have amended Claims 1-10 herein. Applicants also have added new 
Claims 11-22 to provide an additional scope of protection conmiensurate with the original 
disclosure. No new matter has been added. 

Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. S 101 

In the Office Action dated March 28, 2005, the Examiner rejected Claims 2 and 3 under 
35 U.S.C. § 101 as allegedly being directed to non-statutory subject matter. Specifically, the 
Examiner stated that those claims recite a human being within their scope. In response. 
Applicants have amended Claims 2 and 3 to recite specific client computer components that form 
a part of the claimed system. Accordingly, Applicants submit that the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 101 should be withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. S 112, second paraeraph 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected Claims 4-7 under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second 
paragraph, as allegedly being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim 
the subject matter which Applicants regard as the invention. Specifically, the Examiner stated 
that the claimed budgeting, financing, and forecasting modules recited in Claim 4 did not relate 
to the valuation program module. Claims 5-7 were rejected for depending on Claim 4. 

In response. Applicants have amended Claim 4 to remove the reference to the "modules 
for budgeting, financing, and forecasting of property payments for real estate property." Thus, 
Claim 4 now recites only a module for a property valuation tool. Applicants respectfiiUy note 
that the remaining program module for the property valuation tool does "relate to the valuation 
program module which calculates a valuation for the real estate property based upon the 
predetermined information input at the client computers," as stated by the Examiner in the Office 
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Action. Accordingly, Applicants submit that the rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second 
paragraph, should be withdrawn. 

Applicants have added new Claim 16, which depends from Claim 1 and recites a 
financing program module for creating a loan application for financing the selected real estate 
property, wherein the loan application includes the valuation for the selected real estate property. 
Applicants submit that new Claim 16 meets the requirements of 35 U.S.C. § 112, second 
paragraph. 

Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. S 103 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected Claim 1 tmder 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
allegedly being impatentable over U.S. Patent No. 5,414,621 to Hough (hereinafter Hough) in 
view of U.S. Patent No. 6,115,694 to Cheetham et al. (hereinafter Cheetham). Further, the 
Examiner rejected Claims 4-10 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over 
Hough in view of Cheetham and further in view of Official Notice. Apphcants respectfully 
traverse those rejections. 

A. Independent Claim 1 

The Examiner rehed on Hough and Cheetham in rejecting independent Claim 1. 
Applicants submit that none of the documents cited by the Examiner, either alone or in 
combination, describe, teach, or suggest at least the feature of multiple client computers operable 
to access the valuation program module operating on the property management services server to 
input predetermined information about the selected real estate property in support of a valuation 
calculation for the selected real estate property, as presently recited in independent Claim 1. 

The Hough Reference 

Hough describes a system and method for determining comparative values of comparable 
properties based on assessment percentages and sales data of the comparable properties to 
ultimately determine a value for a subject property. The system downloads property data from a 
multiple listing computer database 18 or receives input of property data from the user via the 
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user Station 100; identifies comparable property; computes a comparable value; and prints a final 
report. Hough teaches a system wherein the assessment data and property data for valuing a 
single property is downloaded fi'om a multiple listing computer database 18 (See col. 4, lines 34- 
35) or input by a single user via the user station 100 (See col. 4, lines 62-64). To calculate the 
valuation for the subject property, the user obtains calculation time on a comparative 
computation unit 14. Other users (or user stations 100) cannot input information for valuing the 
subject property, even though multiple user stations 100 can access the comparative computation 
unit 14. Other users can input information for valuing a different property. Accordingly, 
Applicants submit that Hough teaches only a single user station 100 that can input information 
for valuing a subject property. Applicants submit that Hough fails to teach or suggest at least the 
feature of multiple client computers operable to access the valuation program module operating 
on the property management services server to input predetermined information about the 
selected real estate property in support of a valuation calculation for the selected real estate 
property, as presently recited in independent Claim 1. 

The Cheetham Reference 

Applicants fiirther submit that Cheetham also fails to teach or suggest the feature 
discussed above, hi the Office Action, the Examiner relied on Cheetham as allegedly teaching 
that the server calculates the valuation for the selected real estate property. 

Summary of the Analysis for Independent Claim 1 

In light of the differences between independent Claim 1 and the Hough and Cheetham 
references, Applicants submit that Hough and Cheetham, either alone or in combination, fail to 
teach or suggest at least the feature discussed above. Applicants fiirther submit that none of the 
other documents or Official Notice cited by the Examiner, either alone or in combination, teach 
or suggest at least that feature. Accordingly, Applicants respectfiiUy request reconsideration and 
withdrawal of the rejection of Claim 1. 
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Dependent Claim 2 

Dependent Claim 2 further defines the multiple client computers that can input 
predetermined information about the selected real estate property in support of a valuation 
calculation for the selected real estate property. Accordingly, Applicants submit that Claim 2 
further defines the claimed invention over the documents cited by the Examiner. 

B> Independent Claim 8 

The Examiner relied on Official Notice, in addition to the combination of Hough and 
Cheetham, to reject independent Claim 8. Independent Claim 8 includes a feature similar to the 
featiu-e discussed in detail above with reference to independent Claim 1. Specifically, 
independent Claim 8 recites entering property details into a program module via a first client 
computer, entering capital expenses, mortgage details, and investment details for the property 
into the program module via a second client computer, and determining a value for the property 
based on the data input via the multiple chent computers. Accordingly, Claim 8 recites specific 
data input by multiple computers to determine a value for the property. Again, Hough teaches 
only a single user station 100 that can input data related to a single property to determine a value 
of that property and does not teach multiple user stations 100 that can input data related to a 
single property to determine a value of that property. Thus, Applicants submit that Hough, 
Cheetham, and the Examiner's Official Notice, either alone or in combination, fail to teach or 
suggest at least the specific data for the property entered by multiple client computers to 
determine a value of the property, as presently recited in independent Claim 8. 

New Dependent Claim 12 

New dependent Claim 12 further defines the multiple client computers that can input 
information about the property and upon which a value of the property is detemiined. 
Accordingly, Applicants submit that Claim 12 further defines the claimed invention over the 
documents cited by the Examiner. 
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C. New Independent Claim 17 

New independent Claim 17 recites features similar to the features of Claims 1 and 8 
discussed above. Accordingly, Applicants submit that new independent Claim 17 also is 
patentable over the documents and Official Notice of record for similar reasons. Additionally, 
Claim 17 further defines that the valuation report and the comparables data for the selected real 
estate property can be presented via a plurality of the client computers, thereby further 
distinguishing the claimed invention from the cited documents. Applicants submit that none of 
the documents and Official Notice cited by the Examiner, either alone or in combination, teach 
or suggest at least that additional feature recited in independent Claim 17. 

D. New Independent Claim 21 

New independent Claim 21 recites features similar to the features of independent Claims 
1 and 8 discussed above, including the specific chent computers discussed above with reference 
to dependent Claims 2 and 12. Accordingly, Applicants submit that new independent Claim 21 
also is patentable over the documents and Official Notice of record for similar reasons. 

E> Official Notice 

In the Office Action, the Examiner took Official Notice of several features recited in 
Applicants' claims. Applicants respectfully traverse each of those rejections. Applicants have 
not addressed herein each case in which the Examiner took Official Notice because Applicants 
submit that the features discussed herein are sufficient to distinguish the claimed invention firom 
the documents cited by the Examiner. Apphcants reserve the right to refute the Examiner's 
Official Notice claims in future correspondence and have not acquiesced to those rejections. 

Summary 

For the reasons stated above, Apphcants submit that independent Claims 1, 8, 17, and 21 
are patentable over the documents cited by the Examiner. Additionally, the remaining claims 
depend fi-om one of the independent claims either directly or indirectiy and are submitted to be 
patentable for similar reasons. The dependent claims also recite additional features further 
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defining the present invention over the cited documents, and Applicants submit that the cited 
documents do not teach or suggest integrating those features into the presently claimed 
invention. Accordingly, Applicants requests separate and individual consideration of each 
dependent claim. Applicants have discussed only a few of the dependent claim features in detail 
herein. 

Information Disclosure Statement C^IDS^^) 

The Examiner did not return initialed and signed copies of Apphcant's IDS 
submitted on May 14, 2001. Applicant timely filed that information disclosure statement prior to 
the first Office Action discussed herein. Accordingly, Applicant requests that the Examiner 
consider each of the documents cited in the IDS and return an executed copy of the IDS, 
indicating the Examiner's consideration of those documents. For the Examiner's convenience, 
Applicants have enclosed herewith a copy of the IDS. 



Applicants submit the foregoing as a full and complete response to the Office Action 
dated March 28, 2005. Applicants submit that this Amendment and Response places the 
application in condition for allowance and respectfully requests such action. If any issues exist 
that can be resolved with an Examiner's Amendment or a telephone conference, please contact 
Applicants' undersigned attomey at 404.572.2809. 



King & Spalding LLP 
45'^ Floor 

191 Peachtree Street, N.E. 
Atlanta, Georgia 30303 
404.572.4600 



CONCLUSION 



Respectfully submitted. 




William O. Isaacs, II 
Reg. No. 44,165 
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